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HAROLD HUTCHINSON DISCUSSES LABOUR'S POLICY 
AS IT A -FF EC TS THE MAN IN THE STREET 
3d. 
These four articles are reprinted from the 
''DAILY HERALD '' 
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IT IS IDIOTIC to argue that the richest country in Europe-THIS 
country-can do so little for millions of old people, who helped to 
make it rich, that many of them wish they were dead. 
e IT IS IDIOTIC that after forty or fifty years of 
work you probably didn't choose and possibly 
loathed, you should be even more miserable when 
you give it up because poverty is waiting with its 
chilly embrace. 
There will be plenty of idiots to defend this state 
of affairs. And insurance companies, no doubt, 
will point out the merits of thrift. 
But those of us who can remertzber being told 
to pretend there was nobody in when the insurance 
man knocked know what cant that is. 
• IT IS CRIMINAL that the widowed mother 
should have poverty imposed upon sorrow. 
BUT SHE DOES. 
e IT IS INHUMAN that the birth of another child in a family 
should be a calamity. BUT IT OFTEN IS. 
e IT IS FOLLY to attach means tests to student scholarships, 
to deny talent, wherever it is, the opportunity to develop either 
through lack of facilities or lack of family funds. 
In the long run it is prQbably economically sillier to be short of 
schools than to be short of oil. 
e IT IS QUITE MAD that nearly half the patients in the doctor's 
waiting-rooms are suffering from the stress diseases of mpdern life 
-the stress of making ends meet, of finding a home they can afford~ 
of being redundant. 
The stress, in a word, of INSECURITY9 
e BUT TIIAT'S HOW IT IS. Fear chasing fear round the minds 
of millions. 
\ 
,, 
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'' It is inhuman . that 
the birth of another 
child in a family 
should be a calamity. 
BUT IT OFTEN IS.'' 
FEAR in the offices as automation approaches. 
FEAR in the factories as the cars pile up unsold. 
FEAR in the minds of the middle-aged. 
FEAR, above all, in the minds of widows and spinsters whose 
youth has been left behind, but who still must live. 
How many hundreds of· thousands ~f· people are there, I wonder, 
who struggle with incredible bravery against all the odds that a callous 
and Philistine society can stack against them ? 
I know we're no worse than anyone else, and better than some, 
but that's not good enough. IT'S NOT GOOD ENOUGH 
BECAUSE IT ISN'T NECESSARY. 
There is no reason for fear born · of insecurity in this country. 
No reason for want. 
I don't mean that everybody could have a detached house in the 
classier suburbs and ride through life in a succession of motor-cars. 
I just mean there is squalor, AND THERE NEED NOT BE, 
and there is fear everywhere, AND THERE NEED NOT BE. 
BECAUSE-/ or the first time-this generation has what it takes . 
to end poverty, and the fear of it that is the root of insecurity. 
It will take many changes and many years before unnecessary 
f~ar is eradicated from our society, but it can be done. The whole 
purpose of Socialism is to do it. 
The Labour Party has started with the plan to provide inflation-
proof pensions that will give the old, and those facing retirement, a 
better life. At present they get just enough to stay out of an institution. 
The Party began with old age because that is Where there is the 
greatest remaining segment of real poverty. 
More than two million of the 7 ~ million men and women over 
retirement age don't get enough to eat. What more is it nec-essary 
to say ? 
· But this plan means as much to many Illore millions still working 
but who will be retiring in, say, the next fifteen years-the years in 
which the fear of old age becomes a ·reality. 
These men and women can look at a calendar with a little lighter 
heart because one fear has been diminished. 
Turn to the younger families and what would you say causes the 
greatest unhappiness and worry and fear ? Housing ? 
· It MUST be so, because a million families are living in a million 
hovels long scheduled as slums for demolition. 
And 5 million more families live in old homes lacking in every 
civilised amenity. 
Such homes breed hatred, rather than the happiness that a home 
should mean. 
The Labour Party proposes to take them over and make them 
over, to salvage what can be salvaged from this monstrous monument 
to the failure of the private-landlord system. 
What is the Party's purpose ? Simply to make possible a little 
more happines~ for millions of people who cannot be put in new homes 
for many years • 
. 
There is no dogma about all this. Nobody is creating policies to 
fit preconceived ideas, or ideas that are now out of date. 
The old are poor NOW and millions live in slums or near-slums 
NOW. 
WHAT IS THE LABOUR PARTY FOR IF IT IS NOT TO DO 
JUST THESE THINGS? 
II 
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THE Labour Party was not created by the people to keep things as they are, but to change them. 
You can find the country a very satisfactory place if you've just 
) won the pools. You've changed your life all right. You've stopped 
• 
worrying. 
And the reason so many put more faitl1 in pools than in politics 
is that if they're lucky their problems are solved more quicl,ly. 
But for everyone else there is no answer to material problems 
except the political answer. 
They will be secure or insecure, caln1 or wor1·ied, hopeful or frus-
. trated, according to the society of lvhich they are a part. 
They cannot contract out of society; THEY'RE IN IT FOR LIFE. 
''It doesn't require much of an effort of imagination to understand the degree ol 
fear that swept through the men in tl1e highly paid motor industry when the redun-
dancy notices \Vere issued.'' 
And the Labour Party was built for all those who can never hope 
to buy peace of mind with private means. They will get it socially, 
or not at all. 
This is not just a matter of a bit more welfare h~re and a ·bit more 
there. We(fare, as such, is merely a casualty ward-necessary, but 
11ot a place where people spend their lives. 
Socialism has to be concerned with everything that determines 
the quality of life of the people. What determines this is-
FIRST, the amount of national wealth produced; 
SECOND, the social structure into which each child is born and 
in which tl1e child is educated. 
And the social structure is so grotesque that education is quite 
literally rationed by the purse. 
lntome trehletl in 5 0 years 
So the Labour Party is considering policy for the people of a 
coqntry which in 50 years could treble its total annual income. 
Without vast changes in the ownership of the sources from which 
this increased wealth will be derived-land and industry-the fore-
seeable result will be that the 1 per cent. of the population that today 
owns half the national wealth will then own three times as much. 
And that the 85 per cent. that owns nothing, and whose total 
dependence on uncertain employment is the source of insecurity, 
~ill remain relatively dispossessed. 
They may reach the standard of living that the American enjoys 
today, which is good, and be just as insecure, which is bad. 1 
The fact is that a higher standard of living, desirable in itself, 
does not increase security or diminish fear, but may actually intensify 
them. 
The reason is that you have so much more to lose tha1z your chains. 
It is not an accident that the richest community in the world 
-Hollywood-is the most insecure and neurotic. As wealth in-
. creases in a jungle society, so does the need for tranquillisers and 
psychiatrists. 
As society grows richer its casualties become lonelier, and fear 
of joining the casualties becomes widespread. 
The individual is helpless. Chance, profit, accident, whim, 
all can condemn him to the mental anguish and the physical distress 
of redundancy. 
It doesn't require much of an eff or.t of imagination to understand 
the degree of fear that swept through the men in the highly paid 
motor industry when the redundancy notices were issued. 
t 
We must make satiety lit 
Fear knows no financial frontiers, and may be greater at £20 
a week than at £10. Remember that when you are ·told, quite 
r 
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rightly, that the standard of living could double in 25 years, or 
- treble in 50. 
THAT IS WHY THE HUMAN NEED FOR SOCIALISM 
INCREASES WITH THE. GROWTH OF WEALTH. 
And that is why the Labour Party is looking afresh-not simply 
at welfare, or housing, or pensions-but at the sources of wealth. 
Wealth is power over the lives of people. 
IT DETERMINES, unpredictably and usuallY inadvertently, 
whether people will have peace of mind or not. 
IT REGIMENTS the people and rejects some of them to meet 
the needs of an obsolete restrictive society. 
The object of Socialism is to tnake society fit the needs of people. 
The most direct way of attacking the inherent social irresponsibility 
of private wealth, which is a fact whether employers are '' good '' or 
'' bad,'' is to transfer it to public ownership. It is one of the subjects 
on which the Party is working now. 
But in itself this is not enough. The rights of the individual must 
be reinforced. A compensating power of the people must be created 
to meet the power that goes with the control of wealth, regardless of 
who controls it. 
Freet/om from fear 
1 
Two policy statements, on social equality-which means levelling 
UP, and would be nonsense in any other terms-and personal 
freedom, l1ave already been produced. They fit into this purpose 
of creating a. compensating power of the people. 
Their purpose is to free the individual from fear and so provide 
society with the security it needs for its development and stability. 
There still remains the need to develop, and then to use, the full 
capacities of people. 
It can't be done as long as the productive workers are totally and 
automatically excluded from the organisation or management of 
. d t 1n us"'ry. 
The extension of industrial democracy is not going to be easy. 
But in the study of the nationalised industries that the Party will 
produce next year there will be consideration of pilot schemes to 
give more responsibility to the worker. 
The purpose here is to raise the function, status and esteem of' 
people for the very good reason that they are all human needs. 
All the Party's policy proposals arise from the conditions of today, 
and as they can be foreseen in the future. None is based on 
conditions in dad's day, but on conditions in YOURS, and in your 
CHILDREN'S. IN A WORD, THE PARTY IS ENGAG-ED 
ON POLITICS FOR THE PEOPLE. 
' 
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H OW important is security in our lives? I BELIEVE IT SO IMPORTANT THAT MOST MEN ARE ·MUCH LESS 
AFRAID OF WAR AND THE H-BOMB THAN THEY ARE OF 
REDUNDANCY. 
There are times in the lives of men when they look at their families 
and are more frightened than they would ever admit. They know that 
to their children they are veritable Gibraltars of dependability, the 
source of security. 
But they know, too, /1ow slender ·is the thread on which security 
depends, how easily it can be broken. 
THE CONTRAST BETWEEN THE FAITH OF THE CHILD 
ANDTHE LACK OF. FAITH OF A MAN IS A SYMPTOM OF 
THE SICKNESS OF SOCIETY. 
And what fears do the wives and mothers conceal as the word 
'' redundancy '' sends its chill menace into their homes? 
What fears do they hide as they .see sickness or .age marking the 
decline of the working strength of their men? 
All we know is that these fears are part of the lives of millions-not 
all the time, but some of it. And that, too often, fear becomes 
reality. 
We know, too, that it is this generation that has the prodt1ctive 
.resources with which economic insecurity can be diminished, if not 
entirely ended. 
And we know also that it can be done only socially, not i11-
dividually. For, individually, all men are unequal to the imperso11a1 
and remote forces that rule their lives. 
I think it was Mark Twain who said that the life of the average 
man was one of quiet desperation. 
Fifty years later, the evidence pours in to p,rove that he was right. 
For today, 20 million Americans-the people with the highest 
'' It is no use telling 
a man who expects 
to be sacked when 
an electronic 
machine does his 
job better and 
cheaper that it is 
good for him.'' 
standard of living on earth-are swallowing tranquillisers. They are 
buying peace of mind by exchanging their dollar bills for pills. 
WE ARE HEADING IN THE AMERICAN DIRECTION. 
' 
Cause remains 
Wealth. has accllmulated, but happiness has not. 
And the reason is that a ·higher standard of living does not alter 
the CA USE of fear, wl1ich-f or tnen-is their total dependence on 
keeping a job and their ability to do it; and-for women-their total 
dependence on tnen. 
As long as a 111an' s readiness to lvork has nothing to do with .his 
prospects of getting it, there will always be cause for fear. 
This is what matters, not the fact that there are only two per cent., 
or whatever it is, out of work. 
Since it is impossible to guarantee any man a job for ever in almost 
any trade, security must be provided by other means. 
This, it seems to me, is the purpose of politics. Socialism seeks to 
remove where it can, and diminish where it can't, the insecurity that 
curdles hope a~d breeds fear. 
Indeed it is necessary to remove insecurity for purely economic 
reasons, even if you are prepared to ignore human needs. 
FOR IT IS INSECURITY THAT BREEDS FEAR OF TECH-
NICAL PROGRESS AND MAKES AUTOMATION A 
FRIGHTENING WORD. 
It is no use anyone telling a man who expects to be sacked when 
an electronic machine does his job better and cheaper that it is 
good for him. 
It is not. 
- System at fault 
And it is no use calling him a Luddite, after the cotton workers 
who smashed the machines that threatened their livelihood. 
The criticism here, surely, is not against the man, but against 
a social system that has changed so little. in its essentials that the fears 
of a century-and-a-half ago-a product of society THEN-are still 
with us NOW. 
Fear of poverty 
Yet we know that the machine age can provide for the needs of 
people. 
What is wrong is that in producing the means to abolish poverty 
we have not abolished the fear of it. 
The individual is relatively just as helpless as ever, in face of the 
economic and technical forces we refuse to-control or plan for the 
common good. 
·We leave progress to the mercy of the profit motive, and men to 
the mercy of the minimum subsistence standards of State charity~ 
IT IS CRUEL INDIVIDUALLY, DEMORALISING SOCIALLY, 
AND SILLY ECONOMICALLY. ~ 
And these are reasons enough for the fundamental changes which 
the Labour Party is now considering in detail. 
But although these changes are essential, and will become more 
<:1nd tnore so as changes in the means of production are accelerated 
by science, their impact on the family will be indirect and long-term. 
· WHAT WE NEED AS WELL IS DIRECT REASSURANCE-
IA.ND THAT MUST BE A PERSONAL THING~ 
Job for unions 
It can be do11e-and I think it can best be done by the trade unions, 
because theyt are the most powerful social organisations entirely in 
tl1e hands of the people. -
For the first time there is enough to go round, and this provides 
quite new possibilities for sharing it. 
Some of them I will 011tline in my next article. 
' • 
HY shouldn't every mother receive a social wage as HER share 
of the total national income? Why not TWO incomes in every 
home, one of which is paid to the wife as a rig ht, whether her husband 
is working or not? 
I kn0w this is only family allowances on a large scale, but the 
point is that the scale would be quite different; and the scheme would 
have two purposes: 
1. To reduce the insecurity which exists whe~ever there is only one 
earned income, and where the breadwinner never knows, and never 
can know, how long his job will last; · 
2. To bring about a better distribution of income among wage-
earners during the most expensive period of their lives, say from 25 
to 45. 
e But there is a third, social reason. Anything that improves the 
economic status of women is good for men AND women. SO ME 
MEASURE OF ECONOMIC EQUALITY IS AS IMPORTANT 
IN THE HOME AS OUTSIDE. 
Keeping the home together 
I would like to see a society in which married women of all ages, 
with or without children, receive some income as. their rightful share 
of the total wealth produced. 
But the main purpose of the wage for wives-or at any rate for 
mothers-is to provide a fall-back income which, together with a 
husband's u11employment or sickness pay, would keep the home 
together in emergencies. 
There are always emergencies. It is unrealistic to assume that 
automation, or any other changes in technique, won't cause redun-
dancy. All changes in the tnethods of production are bound to lead 
to changes in the distribution of labour, even if, in the end, the 
_demand is for Il1ore labour, not less. 
This is part of industrial Iif e, whether it is planned or not, but there 
is no reason why most of the fear could not be taken out of it. 
It is merely a matter of applying in working life the principle 
involved in t11e Labour Party's pension plan, which links pensions to 
earnings in order to avoid a calamitous fall in income on retirement. 
As the national income increased, more and more o.f it would be 
... 
siphoned off into a social wage, which would mean less in DIRECT 
• 
wage increases. 
The way to get lair shares 
The real question is whether we WANT to apply the security ideas 
of the pension plan to ordinary working life. · 
Is it better to earn £12 a week and have £3, £4 or £5 going into the 
home no matter what, or take the lot in one wage packet and lose the 
lot if your luck is out? 
I'm assuming that as production increases, average earnings could 
in fact rise to £15, £16 or £17 a week within, say, the next six or 
seven years. 
But what you can't do is have it in the pay packet, AND in the ·social 
'' I would like to seE 
a society in which 
married women of 
all ages, with or 
without children, 
• • receive some income 
as their rightful 
share of the total 
wealth produced.'' 
wage as well. All social security has got to come out of production in 
one way or another. 
The advantages of dividing the family income into two parts, one 
of which is 'inviolate, seem to me overwhelming. Indeed, I· don't 
believe there is any other way of distributing fairly the increased 
wealth we can reasonably expect from rising production. 
Are the workers-and employers-in the fortunate trades to keep 
all the benefits to themselves, even though the services of all other 
workers are ·indirectly necessary to make these benefits possible? 
THAT SYSTEM WOULDN'T LAST LONG. 
As national wealth increases, both tl1e possibility and the need for 
changes in the pattern of life-of which wages are part-become 
greater. · 
Once we agree that the best use of increasing wealth is to increase 
happiness, then there can't be much argument that the removal of 
poverty has first claim, and the reduction of insecurity the second. 
That is why the Labour Party has begun with a plan to end 
poVerty in old age. On an average, however, we'll have a dozen 
, years of retireme11t, but forty or fifty of work. 
So the next thing to do is to look at working life and see what can 
be done about it. 
Joh security for all 
e For one thing, it is in the factories that social inequality, which is 
just one of the faces of social insecurity, is most acute. 
THAT THERE IS NO SOCIAL, AND PRECIOUS LITTLE 
ECONOMIC, JUSTIFICATION FOR THE DIFFERENCES 
THAT EXIST BETWEEN THE TREATMENT OF '' STAFF '' 
AND OF THE HOURLY PAID WORKERS. 
e Job security could be extended, as in some American industries, 
but I don't believe it can ever be a substitute for a social wage 
payable to ALL families. 
What we need is a Government ready to break with the past, and 
a Trade Union Movement ready to respond to it, and to experiment 
with change. 
Given those conditions, you can talk about a wage policy, for 
then it would be one aspect of a new and better pattern of life. 
In fact, it would simply be part of the nation's progress towards 
democratic Socialism. 
I 
With the publication of the Labour Party's proposals for a National 
Superannuation Scheme and the forthcoming publication of policy 
statements on public ownership and on the political aspects of 
Automation, Labour's policy platform for the next General 
Election will be all but complete. 
The pressing need is for this policy platform to be analysed and 
explained sympathetically ·to· the 'Nidest possible public. 
The DAILY HERALD is the only national daily newspaper in a 
position to do this. 
Already the HERALD has earned praise from all sides for its 
treatment of previously issued policy statements. Harold Hutchin-
son's articles, here reprinted, indicate the scope of its handling of the 
pensions proposals. And as the remaining statements are ma.de public 
the HERALD can be relied upon to use all its massive influence in 
their support. 
This is the HERALD's job. It is proud to do it. 
... 
Issued by the Daily Herald (1929) Ltd., and printed by Odhams Press Ltd., Long Acre,London, W.C.2 
' 
' 
• 
• 
